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REMARKS 

These rcaiarks and the accompanying amendments are responsive to the Office Action 
dated July 26, 2005 (hereinafter referred to as the "Office Action"), having a shortened statutory 
period for response that expires today, October 26, 2005. At the time of the last examination. 
Claims 57» 58, 61, 62, 65-80 and 83-S8 were pending- Tlie Office Action rejects all of these 
claims and objects to a few of them. By this response. Claims 57, 58, 61, 62, 66-70 and 85 are 
cancelled, and new chiin)s 89-104 are added. Accordingly, upon entry of this amendment, 
Claims 65, 71-80, 83, 84, and 86-104 will be pending for further consideration. 

Section I of the Office Action objects to Claims 57, 58, 61 and 62 due to some 
infoimalilies. The objection is rendered moot by the cancellation of these claims. However, 
New Chnms S9-97 are presented herein, which have many similar features to prior Claims 57^ 
58, 61 and 62. it is respectfully submitted that these new claims do not have the same 
infomulities. In particular, the expression "not octet-inserted and not bit-inserted'" is used rather 
than the objected to expression "not octet-inserted or not bit-inserted" throughout all of the 
relcvcinl claims presented herein. 

Beginning first with section 4 of the Office Action, the Office Action rejects 65-67 under 
35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over United States patent number 5,666,362 issued to 
Chen (Iiereiniifler referred to as ''Chen"). Tl^e rejection is moot with respect to cancelled Claims 
66 and 67, but remains with respect to Claim 65. 

Claim 65 recites a communication method in a third communication apparatus (e.g. DCE 
4 of Figure 2) which is directly comiected to a first communication apparatus (e.g. DTE 2) and 
cm communicate with a second communication apparatus (e.g. DTE 14) through a network (e.g. 
commimication network 5 and PSTN 12). These amendments are supported, for example, at 
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page 37, lines S-18 of Ihc present application. However, this feature is not disclosed in Chen, 
nor would it be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Chen to include this feature. 
Accordingly, Claim 65 is neither anticipated by nor rendered unpatentable over Chen. Claim 9S 
depends from Claim 65 and thus is not rendeixd unpatentable over Chen for at least these 
reasons. Accordingly^ the 35 U.S,C, 103(a) rejection of section 4 ofthc Office Action should be 
withdrawn. 

Regarding new Claim 102, Claim 102 recites a communicalion method in a third 
comiTmnication apparatus (c,g, gateway 10 of Figure 2) which can communicalc with a first 
communicalion apparatus (e.g, DTE 14) through a first network and can communicate with a 
second communication apparatus (e.g. DTE 2) Ihrougli a second network. Here, the first 
network is a telephone network (c.g, PSTN 12). This material is supported in the spcciilcatipn 
cil, for example, page 37, line 26 to page 38, line 6, This feature likewise is not taught or 
suggested by Chen. Claim 99 dei^ends from Claim 102, and is tlius not unpatentable over Chen 
for a I least these reasons. 

Section 5 ofthc Office Action rejects Claims 68-70 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicants Admitted Prior Art (hereinafter "AAPA") in view of United States 
patent number 5,978,386 issuc<l to Hamalainen et al. (hereinafter "Hanialaincn"). This section 
asserts tliat Hamnlaincn discusses reducing data by discarding unwanted or unnecessary data in 
an intermediate node. Claims 68-70 are cancelled herein, thereby rendering this rejection moot,' 

However, some ofthc features formerly attributed to Claims 69 and 70 may be found in 
current new Claims 103 and 104. Accordingly, some ofthc comments in section 5 of the Office 
Action will bu now discussed with respect to Claims 103 and 104, 
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Cloim ] 03 recites is a communication method in a third coniTnunicatioii apparatus (e.g. 
DCB 4 of Figiu'c 2) which is directly connected to a first communication apparatus (e.g. DTE 2) 
and caJi communicate with a second communication apparatus (e.g. DTK 14) tluough a network 
(eg. communication network 5 and PSTN 12). Tloasc see page 37, Hnes 19-25 of the 
speci location of the present application for support. This feature is not disclosed, taught or 
suggested by Hamalaincn, nor is it part of AAPA. Accordingly, Claim 103 is not rendered 
xmpatcntablc over AAPA in view of Hamalainen. Claim 100 depends from Claim 103 and thus 
is not rendered unpatentable over the combination for at least these reasons. 

Claim 104 recites a communication method in a tliird coninumication apparatus (e.g, 
gutcway 10 of I'ignre 2) which can communicate with a first communication appaiatus (e.g, DTK 
14) Ihmugh a fust network and can commanicatc with a second communication apparatus (eg- 
DTQ 2) through a second network. Here, the first network is a telephone network (e.g. PSTN 
12). Please see page 37, lino 26 to page 38. hne 6 of the specification of the present appHcation 
for suppoil. Once again, this feature i$ not disclosed, taught or suggcslcil by Hamalaincn. 
Mcither is il p;ni of AAPA. Accordingly, Claim 104 is likewise not rendered unpatentable over 
the cojiibination. Claim 101 depends from Claim 104, and thus is not rendered unpatentable 
over the combination for at least the reasons provided for Claim 101 . 

Section 6 of the Office Action rejects Claims 71-76 and 86 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Huropean patent application 933,898 to Hirono (hereinafter *'Hirono")' 
Claim 71 recites a communication method in a third communication apparatus of a first node 
located between a first communication apparatus of the first node and a second communication 
apparatus of a second node. Here, the first communication apparatus and (lie second 
communication apparatus perform data communication based on PPP. The method 
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intcnnccliotcs a setting request packet from Uie second corauiunicalion apparatus to the first 
coinmiinication appjjrotus, receives a setting rejection packet or a setting negation packet from 
the first communication apparatus, produces a setting request packet according to the selling 
rejection packet or tlie setting negation packet, and transmits the produced settmg ret^uest packet 
to the first coi nmunicatioii appar.itus. 

In the previous response, we asserted that although tlie conimUTiicalion eontiol apparatus 
10 of Hivono m:iy intermediate communication, it does not produce a setting request packet 
according to the Sdlting rejection packet or the setting negation piickct, In the section 10 of the 
current office action, regarding claims 71-76 and 86, the examiner said that producing a ''selling 
rejectioji" or "setting negation" packet wonld be obvious. 

I fowever, it seems that our assertion was misunderstood. Tlmt is, what we asserted is that 
Ilirono does not disclose producing ''setting request packet" according to the setting rejection 
packet or the setting negation packet, not that Hirono does not disclose producing "setting 
rejection" or "setting negation" packet. 

Therefore, Claim 71 is not rendered unpatentable over Ilirono. Further, as recited in 
claim 71 J the first connnunication apparatus and the second communication apparatus perform 
data conmumication based on PPP. In Hirono, there is no description regarding PPP> thus further 
su]^porling the argument that Claim 71 is not rendered unpatentable over Hirono. Claims 72 and 
73 and 86 (to the extent that it depends from Claim 71) depend from Claim 71, and thus Claim 
72 and 73 and 86 (to the extent that it depends from Claim 71) are not rendered unpatentable 
over Hirono for at least the reasons provided for Claim 71. 

Clairri 74 recites a communication method in a third communication apparatus of a first 
node located between a first commimication apparatus of the first node and a second 
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coniJtmnication apparatus of a second node. Here, tho first communication apparatus and the 
second communication apparatus perform data communication based on PPP. The method 
intcimcdiatcs a setting request packet from the first communication apparatus to the second 
communication apparatus, intermediates a notification of setting rejection or setting negation 
fron^ the second communication apparatus to the first communication apparatus, receives a 
setting request packet from the fust communication apparatus^ aiid terminates the received 
setting request packet. 

In the previous response, we assorted that if it is considered that the communication 
control appara(x\s 10 ijitcrmediatcs a setting request packet from the radio terminal 1 1 in Hirono^ 
it is clear that the communication control apparatus 10 never terminates such packet. In section 
10 of Ihe OfRcc Actioji, regarding claims 71-76 and 86, Uie examiner said that producing a 
''sctling rejection'' or '"setting negation" packet would be obvious. However, as previously 
explained with respect to Claim 71, what we asserted is that Hirono docs not disclose producing 
''setting request packet" according to the setting rejection packet or the setting negation packet, 
not that Mirono dt>e,s not disclose producing ".setting rejection" or "setting negation" packet. 

'llicrcforc, Claim 74 is not rendered unpatentable over ilirono. Further, as recited in 
Claim 74, the fii-st communication apparatus and the second communication apparatus perform 
dalii communication based on PPP. hi Ilirono, there is no description regarding PPP, thus further 
supporting the argument that Claim 74 is not rendered unpatentable over Ilirono, Claims 75 and 
76 i]jid 86 (to the extent that it depends from Claim 74) depend from Claim 74» and thus Claim 
75 and 76 and 86 (to the extent that it depends from Claim 74) are not rendered unpatentable 
• over Hirono for at lenst the reasons provided for Claim 74, Tliererore, the 35 U.S,C, 103(a) 
rejection of scctioji 6 of the Office Action should be withdrawn. 

Pago 19 of 24 

PAGE 24/27 ' RCVD AT 10126/2005 7:18:13 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/24 » DmS:2738300 ' CSID:8013281707 * DURATION (mm-ss):11-58 



OCT-26-2005 WED 05:26 PM WORKMAN NYDEGGER FAX NO. 8013281707 P. 

lApplicniiojiNn. 0')/fl67,0S4 
■ AnicnUnKm "I V' tJaltrd Ock.ljcr 26, 2005 
; ' llc|>ly 10 OflK'c Action luuilcd July 26. 2005 

Section 7 of ihc Office Action i-ejects Claims 77-80, 83 and 84 vuidcr 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
t being unpatcnlablc over United Slates patent number 6,320,874 issncd lo Q-ump et al 
. (hcrcinnller "Crump")' Claim 77 recites a communication method in a third communication 
appiiraUis of a Hrst node located between a first communication apparatus of the first node and a 
second communication apparatus of a second node. Here, the first communicalion apparatus antl 
llic second communicalion apparatus perform data comnnmication based on PPP. The method 
• intcnncdintcs a notification of end request from the first communication appai'atus to the second 
communication apparatus, produces an end identification packet, and transmits the produced end 
. identification packet to the first communication apparatus. 

In the previous ro$ponsc, vvc asserted that in Crump, both the data that the translating 
device 110 receives from tlie.TCP device 118, and the data that the translating device 110 
' transmits to the TCP device t IS arc the sannc TCP FIN message (sec Figure 3), and therefore, it 
; cannot bo said that the translating device 110 receives a notification of end request from a first 
communication apparatus, and transmits an end identification packet to the first communication 
; apparatus, 

hi the section 10 of the Office Action, regarding clainis 77-84, the Office Action states 
that even if the same Fin message is used, the transmission device receives notification of an end 
request and transmits an end ID packet to the first communication apparatus. However, this 
opinion is clearly not correct. In PPP, a notification of end request and an end identification 
I packet arc clearly different from each other, 

j Therefore, Claim 77 is not rendered unpatentable over Crump. Further, in the present 

•] invention of claim 77, the first communication apparatus and the second communicafion 
; ' : apparatus perform data communication based on PPP. In Crump, there is no description 
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regarding PPP, This fxirlbcr supports the argument that Claim 77 is not rendered unpatentable 
over Crump. Claims 7S-80 depend, directly or indirectly, from Claim 77, and are thus not 
rendered unpatentable over Cmmp for at lea^t the reasons provided for Claim 77. 

Claim 83 recites a communication mctliod in a third communication apparatus of a first 
node localetl between a first coiTmumication apparatus of the fu'st node and a second 
coinnumic^tion apparatus of a second node. Here, the first communication apparatus and the 
second comnnmication apparatus pcrfonn data communication based on PPP> The method 
intermediates a notification of end request from the second cominunicaLion apparatus to tlie first 
communication apparatus, receives an end identification packet from the first communication 
apparatus, and temiinates the cud identification packet. Here, the third communication apparatus 
produces an end identification signal and transmits it to the second communicafion apparatus, 
wlicn the third communication apparatus receives an end request packet from the first 
counnunibation apparatus after intcnncdiating a notification of end request from the second 
communication apparatus to the first communication apparatus. 

In the previous response, we asscrLcd thdt in Crump, the translating device 110 does not 
produce an end identification signal and transmits it. hi the section 10 of the current office 
action, rcgardhig claims 77-S4, the examiner said that even if the same Vin message is used, the 
transmission device receives notification of an end request and transmits an end ID packet to the 
first communication apparatus. However, it seems that this is a responsive only to claims 77-80, 
and is not relevant to Clauris 83-84. Therefore, the Office Action has not shown that Claim 83 is 
rendered unpatentable over Crump. Further, in Claim 83, the first comimmication apparatus and 
the second communication apparatus perform data communication based on PPP. In Crump, 
there is no description regarding PPP. Therefore, Claim 83 is not rendered unpatentable over 
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Crump. Claim S4 depends fronri Claim 83 and tlius is not unpatentable over Crump For at least 
the rcnsons provided for Chiim 83. 

Furlhcnnorc, since Claims 71, 74, 77 and S3 are not anticipated nor reinlered 
unpatentable over any of ihc cited ail (either singly or in combination), Claim 86, which depend$ 
from each of these claims, is likewise not anticipated nor rendered unpatentable over any of die 
cited art (cither singly or in combination). 

Section 2 of the Office Aclion rejects Claims 57, 58, 61, 62 and 87 under 35 US.C 
103(;0 iif> being unpatentable over Hamalainen in view of Euix>pean patent application serial ' 
number 0942569 to Dravida (hereinafter "Dravida"), Claim 87 was added in the prior response^ 
nnd Cllaims 57, 58, 61 and 62 are cancelled in this respect. Thus, the rejection remains only with 
respect to Claim 87. hi tlic Office Action, Claim 87 is rejected by exactly the same reasoning 
for rejecting Claims 57-64 in the prior office action dated February 8, 2005 (see section 3 of the- 
can cnt Oflice Aclion and section 5 of the prior Office Action), 

However, Hamalainen and Dravida do not disclose that the apparatus idcntifjcs one PPP 
fran)c in a lower layer than PPP, and converts first data into second data bused on the identified 
one PPP frame as recited in Claim 87. Neither the current Omcc Action nor the prior Office 
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